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 In the Meiji era, Japan promoted modernization. Above all, in order to solve the national 
issues of treaty revision, the development of the Code was an urgent necessity. However, the rapid 
code compilation by government led to, large protests taking place. This was the so-called Civil 
Code Controversy （民法典論争）. The “ postponement faction” （民法施行延期派） argued for the 
postponement of the implementation of the civil law. The other side, the group in favor of 
proceeding with the implementation of the civil law （民法施行断行派） argued that the national 
interest was served by the enforcing of the civil law without further delay. The result of this debate 
was that the civil law was postponed and then revised.
In this paper, in order to elucidate the legal perceptions of the Japanese in the Meiji period, I 
want to pick up on the figure of Ume Kenjiro （梅謙次郎）, who was instrumental in the code’s 
compilation. Ume is known as a jurist and bureaucrat. He was one of the “ Three Doctors of the 
Meiji Civil Code” （明治民法三博士）. Ume was instrumental not only in the modernization of the 
code in Japan, but also in the development of the modernization of law in Korea. Ume was keenly 
aware of the need for modern law codes. In Japan however, there was a great deal of customary 
law （慣習法）. Through this examination of Ume’s understanding of legal issues, I intend to clarify 
aspects of the Japanese perception of law in the Meiji period.
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